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"appeal" when they do the deciding for Vavter. $/ 4. ia lnco-pli.va and tfcua misleading, 
with" Vawter being mialed anu the Act being frustrate*. 5. is op osite Rhoado' uworu 
testimony uo the Congress. And what I'd forgotten, therj was an ex. sees, review by 
U3A general oounael in 1972, Does this interest Jim re 1443? I question the unexplained 
ranking at the boots of p. 2 But the handwritten note sake* the GOA. lawyers part to the 
game of ap eal eo they play it. 

* . * 1 * Aid - * . _ lTivjid 

Their 1/30/60 does not say they obtained Hare hall' a permission for the exclusive 
release to 0 rsham or why it took so long for titan to sond me a copy. 

If I do not some to it orse of thn paperclips I moved by accident referred to one 
of their letters saying they would give ms everything I knd been denied if and when it 

was released. ' ’ ' r- • ■ V -lecu.'- *.•* cu» 

*■ r ‘ ' aa t.* . i ‘-*n it 

8/30/72# HHJ'a note "Not so" op oait* Secret Sorvico bjing agency of paramount 
Interest# ic inte. *etin£ bco&tusc there is Jur;fc no b«ai3 Yfitbin the law for him to bo 
cOairAng tide. It vac thoir property# the K of T swas# as vetfe their other relevant 
records, including those Improperly given to thr-su In thtf eth&r. interpretation, did the 
rol ene to me # you have that covering letter. 3o why does oca in hia position Bay 
cuch things# do they influence o*hsr3 and do he do them on hi^ o*n when *»o many know 
the truth? 

You added & M dirty werkv" note to rafer to this and vk&t follows# other use of the 
jhra^e. In both cases it uua ^hoads personally# on the agreement and or* tbo access to L. 

t is interesting that *£J asterisk ed SNrL and added "Dirt* Works Section." True, h© 
ende stood# whether or not others took thl* as aova kind of jokel But this vac the last 
of the routings. 

Their 9/12/72 sith the loci: err dr to Steve, or a arf inkle# "V. Strikes A^ain." In 
this conspicuous by it? absence is the NX Times request for the h^reemaut or any refenanc© 
to Rhoads telling Grakon# exclusively and before Laitiser Id&vt, that ha was grauting 
L. accvas to the autopsy material. While on their own the lawyers can*t bu excused# these 
psoudo-^scbolars were minipulatiog them. ^ 

Thoir 10/3/72# suggest you ask if their legcl eaglor find this to be the weaning of 
the Act today and if eo what decisucas co iiold; far a copy of the Karahall dcciro in 
par 2; what records oho,.' tho Honn dy family # their dc si^paticei# luid control over S.J. 
rocoria ixiiil any 1 o*^lL opinion on this end relating to the other mtters in ttu> waiiio. 

Their 1/17/75 to me, which X*d forgotten end I think JL hn<l# paean to bo to be 

important in their re presen tationa in 144&. I # w making a separate copy for him for that 
and v«ill gLvu all to him in Uk* a«m. This is a falsa Btatecaent re what they have. 

>!hnt appears to be *hoade? question, "tftet is he talking about? 11 lias no auerwer hii-e. 
Hi 3 note ie of tna day site/ r$y 5/39/75 letter. If ho oan^t undarntand vi\at for we is 
pretty plaii; air.plo, that they have raju prr/idoa record a spared for dor presentation 
tea court of lav# vhat can he kno*« of vhat ^9 on or the? contents of t o affidavits he 

crscutes? I* They oven the a did not provido all the records for 226 * ) MftJ is absent in aside 

cracks or pon tif ienti or : z nnd there* in no oosront ro my top p. 2 on improper with)iol<liii^ 
bein^ tb? undsVlating rule. 

I . . * . b . . . - 

• * * Your NwO. ar? bj?nc lotting vas* reported in radio new* but nothing I , w .noon 
in print. *ope the erperience lived to the expectation. 

I have an archives letter I* 11 h-ve to let await my rttum. I f ll send it then with 
L 2 y response. Thsy dixL- tho lntoinal communication exemption or*, so^c at* my re%uoate and 
others. 

heat# 


